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ABSTRACT
 
This is a quantitative study using the Critical Theory
 
paradigm to address the practice of institutional
 
discrimination by the County of San Bernardino in linking
 
fringe benefits to marriage. The project hypothesized that
 
if San Bernardino County current fringe benefits oppress
 
employees in non-married, committed relationships, then
 
employees would mobilize to request a domestic partnership
 
policy from the County. The study was designed to explore
 
subject opinion of current fringe benefit policy, experience
 
with discrimination, and interest in mobilization.
 
One hundred four (104) surveys were returned and a
 
sample representative of the approximate 10,067 County
 
personnel was obtained. Significant relationships were not
 
found between subjects' knowledge of current policy and
 
subjects' belief that the County should change fringe
 
benefit policy.
 
The majority of subjects (n=56, 53.8%) responded that
 
the County should include domestic partners in the fringe
 
benefit policy. Indeed, a significant relationship was
 
found between subject belief that the County should extend
 
fringe benefits to include domestic partners and subject
 
interest in participating to mobilize. Thirty eight
 
subjects (36.5%) responded with interest in mobilization.
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INTRODUCTION
 
Problem Statement
 
In recent years there has been an increasing number of
 
committed couples living together without the benefit of
 
state recognized marriages. Some are unable to marry under
 
current law (i.e., same-sex relationships) and others choose
 
not to marry their significant other (i.e. heterosexuals,
 
including elderly and disabled) resulting in being unfairly
 
excluded from marriage-linked benefits. Such marriage-

linked in-kind benefits may include health and dental
 
insurance, survivor benefits, long-term care insurance, sick
 
leave, and bereavement leave with pay. Exclusion of these
 
benefits oppress individuals and undermine the value of
 
committed non-married relationships through long-range
 
financial disadvantage and stigma.
 
One of the reasons why oppression of domestic partners
 
employed by the County of San Bernardino occurs is because
 
workers do not challenge management's institutional
 
discriminatory practice of linking fringe benefits to
 
marriage. This is not a new problem. Employees may wish to
 
cover their unmarried partner, but coverage may not be
 
available. Dependent health care coverage will always
 
include provisions for a spouse; in contrast, it is rarely
 
provided for unmarried partners. According to the United
 
States Bureau of the Census (1990), approximately 14 million
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Americans live in households with individuals other than
 
relatives. This can include heterosexual and homosexual
 
partners. These workers can rarely provide employer-

extended medical coverage for their household members.
 
"Otherism" (Day, 1989) is the way oppression occurs.
 
United States society has rapidly changed, and barely
 
resembles that known by many in their youth. Changes are
 
often interpreted as moral decay and the commonly cited
 
curse echoed in politics, "the breakdown of the family", is
 
blamed on others. Others in this case are nontraditional
 
families. Blaming results in discrimination.
 
Discrimination of nontraditional families is additionally
 
appealing because to end discrimination would be financially
 
costly. Unfortunately, there are federal grounds to
 
continue discrimination based on marital status.
 
Marital status, or the institution of marriage, defines who
 
is valuable and not valuable, worthy and unworthy of
 
receiving employment-linked benefits in this society.
 
Benefits are not thought of as "earned" by individuals but
 
as "deserved" because of status. When compared to the
 
traditional heterosexual marriage form of the family,
 
homosexual and unmarried heterosexual partners greatly lack
 
social benefits.
 
In the past few decades the institution of the American
 
family has seen many changes. These changes have caused
 
many people to question what constitutes a legal definition
 
of the family. If we legally recognized more of the
 
"nontraditional" definitions, then perhaps the institution
 
of the family would be on an upswing instead of a decline.
 
Society has a vested interest in stable, committed, long­
term relationships, especially when children are involved.
 
According to Roberta Achtenberg, Executive Director of the
 
National Center for Lesbian Rights, there are more than two'
 
million gay mothers and fathers. Most of their children are
 
from earlier, heterosexual relationships, but she estimates,
 
that some 5,000 to 10,000 lesbians have borne children after
 
"coming out" and hundreds of gay and lesbians have adopted
 
(Hartinger, 1991).
 
There are many compelling arguments for recognizing
 
forms of marriage that may go against traditional views.
 
These include reducing stigma that is attached to homosexual
 
unions. Hartinger (1991) states, "There is little danger
 
than giving legitimacy to gay marriages would undermine the
 
legitimacy of heterosexual ones--or cause "the breakdown of
 
the family." Social legitimacy given to gay couples would
 
have other societal benefits as well: it would reduce
 
housing and job discrimination, clear moral and social
 
evils, and reinforce monogamy.
 
There are many financial and legal advantages to
 
marriage, many of which are not available to a significant
 
number of people in our society. These are not made
 
available because the institution of marriage is not
 
recognized for gay, lesbian, and heterosexual couples that
 
are in committed relationships but have chosen not to marry
 
in the traditional form. Shouldn't the same protections and
 
benefits be awarded to these families?
 
There are many homosexual and heterosexual couples that
 
are answering yes to this question. They are fighting for
 
legislation that recognizes domestic partnerships. Domestic
 
partnership generally refers to two people living together
 
in a committed, mutually interdependent relationship (Bowman
 
& Cornish, 1992). A domestic partnership policy values
 
fairness, dignity, and diversity. Domestic partners are not
 
roommates or friends living together. They may consider
 
themselves exclusively committed and obligated to one
 
another similar to the way married couples are committed.
 
Alternative lifestyles have always existed; however, it
 
was not until 1990 that the United States Bureau of the
 
Census revised its questionnaire to include distinguishing
 
couples in the same household, of the same or opposite sex.
 
For the first time, unmarried partners could classify
 
themselves separately from roommates.
 
Important court cases over the past two decades have
 
attempted to define the family by clarifying the rights of
 
individuals involved in cohabiting relationships (Wisensale
 
& Heckart, 1993). In Marvin v. Marvin (1976) the California
 
Supreme Court recognized the right of unmarried couples to
 
contract between themselves and emphasized that courts have
 
the power to determine the division of property of spousal
 
equivalents according to reasonable expectation (Krause,
 
1990). Is a lesbian couple a family? Yes, a Minnesota
 
appeals court rule in December, 1991, ordering that Karen
 
Thompson, a physical education professor, be granted
 
guardianship of her brain impaired lover, Sharon Kowalski.
 
The three judge panel said, "Thompson and Sharon are a
 
family of affinity, which ought to be accorded respect"
 
(Hartinger, 1991). This case brought widespread support
 
from gay-rights groups. The decision, stated Hartinger
 
(1991), "Begins the process of recognizing that lesbian and
 
gay couples share the kind of commitment that married
 
couples do." I
 
The purpose of this research is to educate San
 
Bernardino County employees about the discriminatory nature
 
by which current fringe benefits oppress employees in non-

married committed relationships. By addressing the very
 
nature of the social injustice it is expected that employees
 
will mobilize and demand a domestic partnership policy in
 
the County of San Bernardino. This will ultimately require
 
the County to analyze the cost of implementing a domestic
 
partnership policy. Prior studies conclude that policies
 
can change when people are informed of their rights and
 
actively choose to pursue them. Since 1984, fourteen cities
 
throughout the United States have enacted Domestic
 
Partnership city ordinances (Bowman & Cornish, 1991).
 
The significance of the problem for social workers is
 
that this is a fairly new subject that will involve much
 
needed research and debate. As we move into the next
 
century, government has a responsibility to enact laws that
 
will protect all individual's rights and liberties. Social
 
workers must work to ensure a system that will affirm the
 
rights and dignity of all human beings. This means social
 
workers should have a sound knowledge of current
 
legislation, policies that influence laws, and alternative
 
strategies for dealing with oppression. Social workers can
 
work as educators, advocates, and researchers.
 
Social workers in the direct practice arena deal with
 
families and the many problems that arise. Domestic
 
partnerships which include gay families and adopted children
 
may present parenting problems that require special
 
attention. As the population get older, they may need to
 
address financial pressure and dwindling resources. It is
 
the responsibility of social workers to address, appreciate
 
and understand all aspects of alternative lifestyles to
 
assist in making changes that are for the advancement of all
 
groups of people.
 
Problem Focus
 
The Critical Theory paradigm was used to approach this
 
research problem. The ideology stated was that the practice
 
of rewarding heterosexual marriage by linking fringe
 
benefits to marriage at the exclusion of other forms of
 
committed domestic partnerships (opposite- and same-sex) is
 
discriminatory. Critical Theory allows research to move
 
from a deeper understanding of the issue to the position of
 
an action orientation. The research team chose the Critical
 
Theory paradigm to address this oppressive practice by the
 
County of San Bernardino because the researchers seek to
 
develop an action agenda to challenge this form of
 
institutional discrimination. The research team
 
hypothesized if San Bernardino County employees are
 
acquainted with the discriminatory nature by which current
 
fringe benefits oppress employees in non-married committed
 
relationships, then employees will mobilize to demand a
 
domestic partnership policy in the County of San Bernardino.
 
The County of San Bernardino as an employer, is
 
bureaucratically organized and status-quo oriented. Some
 
might suggest that such a large, hierarchical system can
 
easily ignore the diversity of family, because employees in
 
committed domestic partnerships are often invisible and
 
silent. They are unprotected by federal discrimination laws
 
and have not sought the support of "mainstream" allies such
 
as the employee union, the San Bernardino Public Employees
 
Association. Fringe benefits expansion involves cost and
 
controversy. Without legal mandates, or the mobilization of
 
employees to demand fairness, the status-quo may achieve
 
immortality.
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This project focuses on administration and policy
 
planning as the social work practice roles because this is a
 
policy issue. It is through evaluating and targeting this
 
level of social work practice that policies may more quickly
 
change in the County. This is practice at the level of the
 
Board of Supervisors who determine policies by vote.
 
Administrators and policy planners should have relevant
 
understanding of finances, policy restructuring, and
 
monitoring of new policies.
 
Currently the most recent employee handbook, (1995­
1998) Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Between the County
 
of San Bernardino and the San Bernardino Public Employees
 
Association contains many examples of linking marriage to
 
fringe benefits. These examples are perhaps all permitted
 
due to the Non-Discrimination policy in the MOU (p. 80)
 
which states:
 
The parties agree that the provisions of
 
this Agreement shall be applied equally
 
to all employees covered hereby without
 
favor or discrimination because of race,
 
color, sex, age, physical or mental
 
handicap, national origin, political or
 
religious opinions or labor organization
 
affiliations.
 
Marital status is exempted from discrimination in this
 
policy. County fringe benefit policies that do not
 
recognize alternate family forms and key relationships
 
outside marriage include: sick and bereavement leave;
 
special leaves of absence without pay with right to return
 
to the position; health and dental insurance coverage
 
(legally married employees can add spouse and eligible
 
dependents at a pre-taxed and lesser cost than individual
 
policies) and retirement system Survivor Benefits annuities
 
(under County Employees Retirement Law of 1937).
 
In-kind benefits are non-cash, fringe benefits that can
 
frequently amount to an additional 40% of one's base salary.
 
Exclusion from these benefits oppress individuals and
 
iindermine the value of committed non-married relationships
 
through long-range financial disadvantage and stigma.
 
Fringe benefits linked to marriage continue to be added by
 
the County which means that domestic partners increasingly
 
are disadvantaged. Just last year, a long-term care
 
insurance policy was approved for employees, their spouses,
 
employees parents, and the parents of the spouses.
 
The current sick leave and bereavement policy in the
 
MOU (pp. 58-59) states:
 
(a) Definition. Sick leave with pay is an
 
insurance or protection provided by the
 
County to be granted in circumstances of
 
adversity to promote the health of the
 
individual employee. It is not an earned
 
right to time off from work. Sick leave is
 
defined to mean the authorized absence from
 
duty' of an employee because of physical or
 
mental illness, injury, pregnancy,
 
confirmed exposure to a serious contagious
 
disease or for a medical, optical, or
 
dental appointment.
 
(b) Definition - Immediate Family.
 
Immediate family is defined as spouse.
 
child, grandchild, mother, father,
 
grandparents, brother, sister, mother-in­
law, father-in-law, daughter-in-law, son-

in-law, aunt, uncle, niece, nephew, foster
 
child, ward of the court, or any step
 
relations as defined herein.
 
(c) Usage - Bereavement. A maximum for
 
forty (40) hours earned sick leave may be
 
used per occurrence for bereavement due to
 
the death of persons in the immediate
 
family, or any relative living with the
 
employee.
 
(d) Usage - Family Sick Leave. For all
 
units except CLERICAL, a maximum of twenty-

four (24) hours earned sick leave per
 
fiscal year may be used for attendance upon
 
the members of the employee's immediate
 
family residing in the employee's household
 
who require the attention of the employee.
 
The twenty-four (24) hour limit shall not
 
apply to the CLERICAL unit.
 
How can this oppression be addressed? Through a
 
Critical Theory project targeted toward administrators and
 
policy makers, employees will be encouraged to mobilize to
 
demand a domestic partnership policy in the County of San
 
Bernardino. Through adoption of a domestic partnership
 
policy. County fringe benefit policies will broaden in
 
definition of immediate family to include registered
 
domestic partners. The definition of the immediate family
 
will read:
 
Immediate family is defined as spouse,
 
registered domestic partner, an
 
employee's or spouse's or registered
 
domestic partner's child, grandchild,
 
mother, father, grandparents, brother,
 
sister, mother-in-law, father-in-law,
 
daughter-in-law, son-in-law, aunt.
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uncle, niece, nephew, foster child, ward
 
of the court, or any step relations as
 
defined herein.
 
Addressing the discriminatory assignment of fringe
 
benefits by the County of San Bernardino is important to
 
social work because of the profession's responsibility to
 
fight social injustice. The implementation of a domestic
 
partnership policy may be slow and characterized by
 
incremental expansion of fringe benefits to registered
 
domestic partners. The process of educating, then
 
frontiering the mobilization of employees and defining
 
future study should be rich, transferable knowledge for
 
social work practice and advocacy.
 
LITERATURE REVIEW
 
Throughout history, the family unit has been presented
 
as the foundation and strength of society. While
 
functioning under the acceptable norms and mores, the family
 
has the opportunity to reap the benefits of the community.
 
Marriage provided a good wife and mother, a good male
 
provider, and an environment conducive to proper child
 
rearing. American held this traditional family in the
 
highest regard. In the United States, the family unit has
 
consisted of a monogamous marriage between two heterosexuals
 
and an offspring. This traditional nuclear family,
 
according to Bender and Leone (1992) is "a family situated
 
apart from the larger kin group and the workplace, focused
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on the procreation of children, and consisting of a legal,
 
lifelong, sexually exclusive, heterosexual, monogamous
 
marriage, based on affection and companionship, in which
 
there is a sharp division of labor, with the female as a
 
full-time housewife and the male as primary supporter and
 
ultimate authority."
 
As the colonies developed "various types of family life
 
evolved" (Goodsell, 1919, p. 345). Single persons were
 
penalized with a luxury tax; men sometimes paying double
 
taxes. Single men gained their freedom in marriage. Some
 
were given land on which to build their home. A single
 
woman twenty-six years old was considered a "dismal
 
spectacle." These were the laws of the Church and State
 
(Goodsell, 1919, pp. 354-356).
 
There were laws regulating the announcement of
 
attention to marry. Marriage was recognized by law only if
 
it met colonial government requirements. It was strictly to
 
be civil contract until 1733 when clergymen were given the
 
right to perform matrimonial rites. Couples were required
 
to report their marriage within one month or be monetarily
 
penalized (Goodsell, 1919, pp. 367-375).
 
Colonial legislation made it clear to the settlers that
 
marriage would be safeguarded by the State. Intention,
 
parental consent, notice, license, and registration were a
 
universal requirement. Common-law marriage, or self­
12
 
 marriage, was not condoned but was said to occur (Goodsell,
 
1919, p. 377).
 
As the percentage of females in the workforce grew,
 
their rights were beginning to be examined. In 1857, a
 
property rights act was legalized to protect married women
 
■	 who were deserted by their husbands. If a husband deserted, 
the wife could apply for a protection order and keep any 
property given as a gift or acquired as labor, for her 
separate use" (Goodsell, 1919, pp. 429-430). By 1882, women 
were able to contract, bring suit, or bring criminal action 
in their name.
 
Once the Industrial Revolution took place, more women
 
entered the workforce. As women's' status began to change,
 
family status changed. The United States tax system serves
 
to preserve traditional family status by favoring married
 
couples over single persons (Levitan, Belous & Gallo, 1988,
 
p. 89).
 
According to Burgess and Locke (1945) alternative
 
lifestyles were just becoming more characteristic in the
 
mid-1940s. As alternative family types were studied,
 
researchers found the traditional family was also changing.
 
The stable, permanent family was ending in divorce. Women
 
were increasingly looking for outside relationships just as
 
only men had once been known to do. Lifelong sexual
 
fidelity was now being questioned. Men were no longer the
 
primary provider (MacKlin, Mudd & Taubin, 1983). According
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to MacKlin et. al. (1983, p. 49) heterosexual couples were
 
living together unmarried. MacKlin (1983) states that as of
 
March 1980, there were 1,560,000 unmarried couple households
 
in the U. S., i.e., households occupied by two unrelated
 
adults of the opposite sex, with and without the presence of
 
children under 15 years of age.
 
Other studies document a steady rise in non-marital
 
cohabitation (Wisensale & Heckart, 1993; Bowman & Cornish,
 
1992; Bumpass & Sweet, 1989). The United States Bureau of
 
the Census reported 523,000 unmarried heterosexual couples
 
living together in 1970 to 2,856,000 in 1988. Wisensale and
 
Heckart (1993) state that nearly half of individuals
 
entering first marriages in the late 1980s cohabited prior
 
to marriage, over half of persons who remarry live with a
 
partner between their marriages, and nearly a quarter of all
 
American adults have cohabited at some point in their lives.
 
Organizations that exclude opposite-sex committed domestic
 
partners fringe benefits because they can legally marry may
 
be underestimating the number of people who could
 
challenge policy if mobilized.
 
The increasing number of nontraditional families has
 
forced the federal government to acknowledge the existence
 
of these families. For the first time, the United States
 
Bureau of the Census in 1990 attempted to count the number
 
of people who consider themselves to be "unmarried
 
partners", rather than housemates or roommates (Wisensale &
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Heckart, 1993; Bowman & Cornish, 1992; Isaacson, 1989). The
 
United States Bureau of the Census estimates that there are
 
4.2 million households made up of unmarred couples, out of a
 
total of 91 million households. Cohabiting unmarried
 
couples include 2.6 million of the opposite sex and 1.6
 
million couples of the same sex. Briggs (1994) concludes
 
that this means 8.4 million adults are living in some form
 
of domestic partnership. This number does not include the
 
natural or adopted children of these relationships affected
 
by institutional discrimination.
 
Employee benefits are the driving force for recognition
 
of domestic partnerships. A variety of private sector
 
employers and municipalities across the country are now
 
offering domestic partnership benefits. In 1985 Berkeley,
 
California became the first city to offer domestic
 
partnership benefits to their employees (Briggs, 1994).
 
Since then other cities have followed suit as well as other
 
private sector companies and corporations. One
 
such company is the Walt Disney Company. They cite the
 
rationale for bringing health benefits in line with their
 
corporate nondiscrimination policy.
 
There are many reasons organizations extend benefits to
 
domestic partners. One reason is that companies have been
 
sued for failing to offer domestic partner benefits. AT&T
 
was sued in 1990 for not extending benefits to a woman whose
 
partner died of cancer. Rovira, the employee, stated in the
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suit that she was being discriminated against because AT&T
 
would have paid the benefit had she been the "legal" spouse
 
(Bowman & Cornish, 1992). US AIR is being sued by a Boston-

based flight attendant who demanded travel perks for his
 
partner. The University of Southern Maine (USM) was the
 
site for a claim filed by a nursing professor for health
 
insurance for her Lesbian partner. USM had refused
 
coverage, despite their policy that forbids discrimination
 
based on sexual orientation (Hammonds, 1991).
 
Another reason employers have been persuaded or have
 
acknowledged on their own that benefits should be extended
 
to domestic partners is societal. Many companies recognize
 
the changing family and the common practice of both
 
heterosexual and homosexual couples living together.
 
Hammonds (1991) stated, "A rising percentage of workers-­
unmarried couples, divorced people, single parents--do not
 
fit into conventional benefits packages."
 
Many corporations have extended benefits to keep a
 
competitive edge and to insure the quality of employees.
 
They offer an attractive benefits package to insure this.
 
Ben & Jerry's Homemade Inc., was proactive in getting
 
benefits to their employees. They stated, "Underlying our
 
benefits philosophy is the belief that we do not want to
 
discriminate against our employees on the basis of race,
 
sex, age, or sexual orientation."
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(Labbs, 1991).
 
Bowman and Cornish (1992) and Wisensale and Heckart
 
(1993) state that little research has been conducted in the
 
area of domestic partnership health care benefit costs.
 
Raising questions about the cost of domestic partnership
 
policy implementation may be an acceptable way to hide
 
bigotry. Insurance companies, and employers, may associate
 
domestic partnerships with gays and AIDS and fear the high
 
cost of AIDS care. The experience of other organizations
 
can be helpful in studying costs. Lotus Development
 
Corporation convinced their insurance carrier that the cost
 
of caring for AIDS was about the same as treating coronary
 
conditions (Hammonds, 1991). When the city of Berkeley
 
first offered domestic partner coverage, one of its HMOs
 
providing the coverage imposed a 2% surcharge to cover
 
expected additional claims and costs. The surcharge was
 
dropped after three years of experience failed to justify it
 
(Briggs, 1994; Hewitt Associates, 1991).
 
Societal influence and opinion have begun to recognize
 
the changing American family and the needs that these
 
changes demand. Companies are beginning to address the
 
important issues facing many couples that are living in
 
committed domestic partnership relationships. As these'
 
issues are addressed it is important for increased research
 
and exploration in this area.
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RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS
 
Purpose and Design of Study
 
The purpose of this study is to address the oppression
 
of committed domestic partners by the policies of the County
 
of San Bernardino which link fringe benefits to marriage.
 
The Critical Theory paradigm was chosen to move to an action
 
orientation whereby this form of institutional
 
discrimination might be challenged. The study predicted
 
that change in policy may occur as a result of the action of
 
informing employees and mobilizing them to challenge
 
management regarding this policy.
 
Ideological statement: Oppression of domestic
 
partners occurs because workers do not challenge
 
institutional discriminatory practices of linking
 
fringe benefits to marriage.
 
Question: How can we address this oppression?
 
Hypothesis: If San Bernardino County employees are
 
acquainted with the discriminatory nature by which
 
fringe benefits oppress employees in nonmarried
 
committed relationships, then employees will demand a
 
' domestic partnership policy in the County of San
 
Bernardino.
 
Sampling
 
Because the San Bernardino Public Employees Association
 
(SBPEA) member's personal information is confidential,
 
researchers did not have access to a SPBEA member list from
 
which a random sample could be drawn from the approximate
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10,000 employee sampling frame. SBPEA did agree to
 
researchers handing out survey packets to unit
 
representatives to distribute within their classification
 
unit. Unit representatives are SBPEA members who, in
 
addition to their County employment, are elected by their
 
classification unit members, to serve a voluntary one year
 
term as spokesperson and liaison for the unit with the
 
SPBEA. There were 45 unit representatives, representing a
 
variety of classification units and locales within the
 
County, in attendance at the monthly SBPEA meeting of
 
February, 1997. At this meeting, researchers gave out 500
 
survey packets for distribution to the unit representative's
 
unit members.
 
A convenience sample was used. Statistical sampling
 
potentially included employees from all occupational units:
 
Administrative Services; Clerical; Craft, Labor and Trades;
 
Management; Professional; Supervisory; and Technical and
 
Inspection. Researchers anticipated that unit
 
representative distribution might result in all units having
 
access to the survey, which would permit results to be
 
generalizable to the total population for each
 
classification unit. Five hundred one-time surveys were
 
chosen, as researchers projected that a response rate of 100
 
(20%) surveys would be necessary for meaningful study and
 
that, perhaps 20% of those subjects might be interested in
 
mobilizing for policy change.
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Data Collection and Instruments
 
Data were gathered from a self-administered
 
questionnaire designed specifically for the study (See
 
Appendix C). A pilot test was conducted prior to
 
distribution to ascertain clarity of the instrument. The
 
purpose of the survey was three-fold: (1) to obtain
 
demographic information to better characterize the sampling
 
frame, i.e. marital status, age, educational level,
 
household composition; (2) to test subject awareness of
 
domestic partnerships, personal experience, and opinion of
 
the County's exclusion of domestic partnerships through the
 
discriminatory practice of linking fringe benefits to
 
marriage; (3) to test whether more awareness is related to
 
more action, i.e. an interest in mobilizing for change.
 
Procedure
 
The survey packet distributed by unit representatives
 
included a cover letter, informed consent form, survey, and
 
debriefing letter (See Appendices A-D). The informed
 
consent was designed so subjects could sign, then simply
 
fold, staple, and mail the single, stamped page back to the
 
research team by pre-addressed label. The researchers were
 
mindful of personal anonymity needs inherent to this
 
controversial issue. A post office box was rented for
 
receipt of returned surveys.
 
20
 
Subjects were reminded, in both the cover letter and by
 
the informed consent form, that signature of the consent
 
form was required in order to participate in the study.
 
Informed consents and surveys were returned and filed
 
separately to guard confidentiality and anonymity. Subjects
 
were asked to return the completed surveys to SBPEA.
 
Surveys could be returned via interdepartmental mail without
 
cost. SBPEA then held and protected the surveys until
 
retrieval by the research team.
 
Actual mobilization of interested SBPEA members who
 
support implementation of a domestic partnership policy for
 
the County of San Bernardino is beyond the scope of this
 
project. Subjects interested in supporting implementation
 
were asked in the cover letter, informed consent, and
 
debriefing letter to include their telephone number in the
 
informed consent if they were interested in being contacted
 
regarding future mobilization. The research team will
 
inform interested subjects of a future mobilization meeting
 
(to be held in cooperation with SBPEA).
 
Protection of Human Subjects
 
Participation in this study was voluntary. The study
 
strove to protect confidentiality by instructing subjects to
 
omit their name on the survey. Subjects were made aware
 
that signature on the informed consent was required in order
 
for their data to be included in the study. Signature
 
compliance was confirmed by matching identification numbers
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of the consent form to the surveys. Surveys without a
 
matching signed consent form were excluded from analysis.
 
RESULTS
 
A Representative Employee Sample
 
The County of San Bernardino's Equal Employment
 
Opportunity (EEC) Office maintains workforce participation
 
statistics of sex and ethnicity by classification unit (See
 
Appendix E). These Statistics are derived from workers'
 
voluntary self-reports made during employment application
 
with the San Bernardino County Employment Division. The
 
following comparisons between subjects and EEO records are
 
based on the EEO Office's End of First Quarter Report (March
 
1997) which includes 10,067 employees from the seven SBPEA-

represented units. Because the study sample is of SBPEA
 
members, excluded are an additional 746 County of San
 
Bernardino workers tracked by the EEO Office in non-SBPEA­
represented units of Exempt, Safety, and Safety Management.
 
The study subjects reflected the ethnic diversity of
 
County employees (See Table 1). African American subjects
 
were 14% (n=15) of the survey, while they comprise 13%
 
(n=l,303) of the SBPEA-represented County workforce.
 
Caucasian subjects were 67% (n=70) of the survey, while they
 
comprise 62% (n=6,220) of the reported SBPEA-represented
 
County workforce. Hispanic subjects were 14% (n=14) of the
 
survey and comprise 21% (n=2,123) of the reported SBPEA­
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represented County workforce. Employee educational level is
 
not tracked by the County EEC Office. Table 2 shows subject
 
responses regarding level of education achieved.
 
A comparison of EEC Office (See Appendix E),
 
classification units by size indicate that the survey
 
represented the job classification units for all but
 
Technical and Inspection and Clerical (See Table 3). The
 
distribution of job classification of subjects compared to
 
the data from the EEC Office (noted in parenthesis) is as
 
follows: Administrative, 11.5% (11%); Clerical, 37,5%
 
(27%); Technical and Inspection, 16.3% (29%); Professional,
 
12% (15%); Supervisory, 12% (9%); Craft, labor and Trade, 3%
 
(7%); and Management, 0% (2%). The Clerical unit has the
 
largest subject representation with 37.5% (n=39) responding
 
(See Table 3). Supervisory and Administrative units are
 
equally represented with 11.5% (n=12) subjects responding.
 
The Professional unit and Technical and Inspection unit have
 
similar participation with 18.3% (n=19) and 16.3% (n=17)
 
respectively. The Craft, Labor and Trade unit had a 2.9%
 
(n=3) response rate. There was no Management unit response.
 
A 1.9% (n=2) response to "Other" classification on the
 
survey does not provide insight into which classification
 
unit these subjects belong.
 
Thus, after careful consideration of EEO Office data
 
the study sample appears to be representative of the ethnic,
 
gender, and job classification units for all but the
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Technical and Inspection and Clerical units. From this
 
observation one could argue that the results are
 
\
 
generalizable to the County workforce.
 
Demographics and Profile of the Sample
 
Of the 500 surveys provided to unit representatives,
 
449 were distributed to SBPEA members. There were 110
 
surveys returned for a response rate of 24%. Of the 110,
 
104 subjects had complied with the required informed consent
 
signature and_were usable surveys. Analysis of demographics,
 
survey questions 1-13 (See Appendix C), reveals the majority
 
of subjects to be females (75%), and the predominant race
 
Caucasian (67%). The mean age of subjects was 42 (±9.8),
 
with a range from 22 to 63 years (See Table 1).
 
Female subjects comprised 75% (n=78) of the survey and
 
70% of SBPEA-represented County employees (n=7,072). Male
 
subjects comprised 25% (n=26) of the survey and 30% of
 
SBPEA-represented County employees (n=3,004) (see Table 1).
 
Subjects in the survey identified their race or ethnic
 
group by County categories (see Table 1). Because of the
 
small number of Asian (n=0) and Pacific Islanders (n=l),
 
these categories were combined with "Other" categories.
 
Native American subjects were 2% (n=2) of the survey.
 
American Indians comprise 1% (n=104) of the reported SBPEA-

represented County workforce, comprise 1% (n=104) reported
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SBPEA-represented County workforce. Subjects indicating
 
"Other" (n=2), or Native American (n=2), therefore
 
constituted a group labeled "Other" (n=4).
 
Most subjects were either legally married; divorced and
 
some reported having'never been married. Eight subjects
 
considered themselves currently in a domestic partnership.
 
Household compositions ranged from one person households to
 
those with children.
 
Educational level varied with some holding advanced
 
degrees to those having finished some high school (See Table
 
3). There was an equal distribution of subjects from small
 
and large cities as shown in Table 4. Political and
 
religious affiliation was reported as well as frequency of
 
religious service attendance.
 
In summary, the modal respondent is a married,
 
Caucasian female that is a registered Democrat. The sample
 
is composed primarily of married households with children
 
and a gross family income in the $10,000 to $50,000 range.
 
In addition, the results show many of the respondents having
 
reported completing at least "some college".
 
What is the Knowledge of This Group Regarding Domestic
 
Partnership?
 
The level of awareness of the prevalence of domestic
 
partners and the benefits available to them was high,
 
ranging from 76.9% to 86.5% (See Table 5 which follows).
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The majority of the subjects (85.6%) have known someone in a
 
committed domestic partnership relationship and a majority
 
(86.5%) report being aware that partners are not entitled to
 
benefits under current County policy. Those who reported
 
being less aware of knowing someone in a committed domestic
 
partnership relationship and being unaware of benefits
 
policy ranged from 8.7% to 22.1%.
 
What is the Experience of This Group with Discrimination?
 
The group is quite experienced with discrimination,
 
especially in the areas of age, 17.3%; racial, 11.5%; and
 
sexual orientation, 6.7%. Nearly two-thirds of the sample
 
(n=68, 65.4%) reported they have been discriminated against
 
(See Table 6). Other types of discrimination less
 
frequently reported included marital status, 1.9%; ethnic,
 
1%; other, 3.8%; religious, 3.8%; and mental/physical
 
ability, 1%.
 
What are the Subjects Opinions Regarding Domestic
 
Partnership and Policy?
 
Forty-nine percent report feeling that existing policy
 
of excluding domestic partners is unfair (See Table 7).
 
Asked whether County policy of linking fringe benefits to
 
marriage is discriminatory, over half the subjects (54%)
 
reported the current policy is discriminatory.
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Approximately half of subjects (53.8%) reported the County
 
should include domestic partners in the benefit policy.
 
What was the Extent of Subject Willingness to Take Action in
 
This Arena?
 
Subjects were asked if they would be interested in
 
participating in support of extension of benefits to persons
 
who qualify as domestic partners (See Table 8j. Over one-

third of the subjects (36.5%) were interested in
 
participating to take action in support of extension of
 
benefits to those who qualify as domestics partners. Half
 
of the sample (50%) were not sure if they were interested,
 
and fourteen (13.5%) subjects were unsure if they would
 
participate in support of extension bf benefits to those who
 
qualify as domestic partners.
 
Hypothesis: Is There a Relationship Between Employee's
 
Knowledge of Current County Policy or Experience of
 
Discrimination and Their Belief That the County Should
 
Change Current Fringe Benefit Policy?
 
No. Bivariate analysis did not support this
 
relationship (chi-square =4.97; p=.54).
 
Hypothesis: Is There a Relationship Between Employee's
 
Belief That the County Should Change the Benefit Policy and
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Subjects Expressed Intent to Act to Change Current County
 
Policy?
 
Yes. The hypothesis is proven to be correct. There
 
was a strong relationship between subjects belief in change
 
of the current County policy and subject willingness to
 
participate in support of implementing a policy to support
 
those in a committed domestic partnership (See Table 9).
 
Table 9 shows as statistically significant (chi-square =
 
45.3, p=<.000) the relationship between subject position on
 
whether employees living with a partner in a committed
 
relationship (domestic partnership) should be included in
 
the fringe benefit policy to subject expressed willingness
 
to participate in support of extension of benefits to
 
persons who qualify as domestic partners. Those who
 
believed in a policy change reported willingness to
 
participate in a meeting to act out a change in policy.
 
Other Relationships and Trends
 
Frequencies were run on several demographic questions
 
to provide a profile of subjects who responded that they
 
would be interested in participating in support of extension
 
of benefits to persons who qualify as domestic partners. Of
 
38 subjects who expressed interest in participation, the
 
following was found. The mean age was 38.1 years, with an
 
age range of 23 to 56 years. Although not statistically
 
significant, the following were noted. Subjects were more
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likely to be female (n=31, 39.7% of females: n=7, 26.9% of
 
males). Proportionately, African American subjects (n=10,
 
66.7% of African American subjects) were more likely to
 
respond with interest in participation. Separated subjects
 
(n=3, 60% of separated subjects) most largely were
 
interested in participation, followed by subjects
 
identifying themselves as in Marital-like/ Committed
 
relationships (n=4, 50% of committed relationship subjects).
 
Subjects identifying classification unit as Technical and
 
Inspection (n=9, 52.9% of Technical and Inspection unit
 
subjects) most largely responded with an interest in
 
participation. Educationally, subjects who responded with
 
an interest in participating in support of extension of
 
benefits to persons who qualify as domestic partners had
 
either some high school (n=l, 100% of respondents) or some
 
college
 
(n=9, 15.5% of some college subjects).
 
DISCUSSION
 
The study's hypothesis was if San Bernardino County
 
employees are aquatinted with the discriminatory nature by
 
which fringe benefits oppress employees in nonmarried
 
relationships, then employees will demand a domestic
 
partnership policy in the County of San Bernardino.
 
To test whether awareness is related to more action,
 
i.e., an interest in mobilizing for change, the survey was
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designed to study three questions:(1) Is there a
 
relationship between subjects' knowledge of current policy
 
and subjects' belief that the County should change fringe
 
benefit policy? (2) Is there a relationship between
 
subjects' report of experiencing discrimination and
 
subjects' belief that the County should change fringe
 
benefit policy? (3) Is there a relationship between
 
subjects' belief that the County should change fringe
 
benefit policy and subjects' expressed intent to act in
 
support of change in policy?
 
Significant relationships were not found between
 
subjects' knowledge of current policy and subjects' belief
 
that the County should change fringe benefit policy (chi-

square 4.32, p=< .364). The majority of subjects (n=90,
 
85.5%) were aware that domestic partners did not have access
 
to the County's health and dental insurance, survivors
 
benefits and bereavement leave. The majority of subjects
 
were also aware of fringe benefit policies and
 
most believed the County should change fringe benefit
 
policies to include domestic partners (n=51, 49% Question
 
15; n=43, 53.8% Question 16).
 
The relationship between subjects' report of
 
experiencing discrimination and belief that the County
 
should change fringe benefit policy to include domestic
 
partners was not significant (chi-square=4.638, p=<.591).
 
However, the majority of subjects (n=68, 65.4%) were aware
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of having been discriminated against. Of these subjects,
 
the majority (n=38, 55.9%) also believe The County's
 
practice of linking fringe benefits to marriage is
 
discriminatory.
 
A significant relationship was found between those
 
believing the County's fringe benefit policy'should be
 
changed to include employees living in a domestic
 
partnership and their interest in participating in support
 
of extending benefits to those persons who qualify as
 
domestic partners (chi-square=45.314, p=<.000). The
 
majority of subjects (n=56, 53.8%) responded that the County
 
should include employees living with a partner in a
 
committed relationship (domestic partnership) in the fringe
 
benefit policy. Of these 56 subjects, 38 indicated an
 
interest in participating in support of extension of
 
benefits to persons who qualify as domestic partners.
 
Limitations of the study included an oversight in
 
excluding from the type of discrimination experienced,
 
within the category of sexual discrimination. This error
 
resulted in some subjects reporting under the "Other"
 
category. Additionally, the type of discrimination
 
experienced under the "Sexual Orientation" category may have
 
been misunderstood by some subjects as meaning
 
discrimination based on one's sex as male or female, thus
 
possibly resulting in over-representation, or under­
representation, in the category of "Sexual Orientation".
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other subjects who may have experienced sex discrimination,
 
may not have marked any category due to it's absence,
 
resulting in the inaccurate interpretation that such
 
subjects are not aware of having experienced discrimination.
 
Because the study focused on subjects interest in
 
mobilizing for change the following implications for
 
organizing were found. Subjects willing to participate were
 
more likely to be female. African American subjects were
 
more likely to believe that current policy is discriminatory
 
and had an interest in participating in support of extension
 
of benefits to domestic partners. Hispanic subjects
 
proportionately were less likely to believe that current
 
policy of linking fringe benefits to marriage is
 
discriminatory and additionally were less interested in
 
participation. Separated subjects were most likely to
 
respond that current policy is discriminatory and express
 
intent to participate. Divorced subjects were most
 
likely to respond that the County should include domestic
 
partners in fringe benefit policy. Legally married subjects
 
were less likely to report need for policy change or
 
interest in participation. Subjects from the Technical and
 
Inspection unit were more likely to respond that the
 
practice is discriminatory and they were willing to
 
participate to support extension of benefits to persons who
 
qualify as domestic partners.
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Subjects that responded as unsure may be a valuable
 
resource for mobilizers of policy change to acknowledge.
 
There is a lot of diversity within the unsure group. Non-^
 
Caucasian, never married, and the most highly educated
 
subjects with Ph.D./JD. contribute to the profile of the
 
unsure group.
 
CONCLUSION
 
The study did not find a significant relationship
 
between awareness of discrimination practices and
 
willingness to change policy. The study did find that by
 
acquainting subjects with the current oppressive practices
 
by which County fringe benefit policy excludes employees in
 
domestic partnerships that employees form an opinion
 
favoring change and will act, through interest in
 
participating in extension of benefits to include domestic
 
partners.
 
In addition, the study found that the majority of
 
subjects support changing County policy to include domestic
 
partners in fringe benefits. The study also found that
 
subjects generally have opinions, whether awareness
 
previously existed or not. While a profile of subjects
 
unsure about these questions may be hard to generalize,
 
mobilizers may benefit from targeting this group to develop
 
supportive opinion.
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The study is valuable in that it illustrates that if
 
people express a belief in change, they may be willing to
 
make that change come about. As a result of this study,
 
mobilization efforts have begun with the support of the San
 
Bernardino Public Employees Association. The study, and
 
future mobilization efforts, may be valuable for other
 
agencies who are becoming aware of their need to change
 
fringe benefits which discriminate through exclusion of
 
benefits.
 
The implications of this study for organizing groups to
 
mobilize suggest a target population of persons who are
 
divorced or separated, and employed in the Technical and
 
Inspection unit. The study provided valuable information
 
that could be utilized for future studies by providing
 
knowledge regarding those people more likely to be drawn
 
into the cause of advocating for a domestic partnership
 
policy for employees. Future research in this area may
 
focus greatset attention on subjects that were identified as
 
willing to participate in support of extension of
 
benefits to persons who qualify as domestic partners.
 
Although, a connection was not found between knowledge
 
of unfair policy and willingness to move to action, a
 
connection was found between belief and persons movement to
 
act in support of extension of benefits to persons who
 
qualify as domestic partners. This demonstrates an
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important key point for organizing in that it is the stand
 
or belief that people hold that may influence them to
 
participate. The study demonstrated that it is not enough
 
to have a knowledge of an injustice, rather that one must
 
have an opinion to be willing to move to change.
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APPENDIX A; Cover Letter
 
February, 1997
 
Dear San Bernardino County Employee:
 
We are California State University San Bernardino graduate
 
students in social work. We are conducting a research
 
project to learn of employee awareness of current fringe
 
benefits and interest in changing policy.
 
The San Bernardino Public Employee Association (SBPEA) is
 
cooperating with the study. As County employees, your
 
opinions are crucial to this research. To participate, the
 
University requires that you sign and return the enclosed
 
informed consent. YOUR SURVEY CANNOT BE USED IF YOU HAVE NOT
 
SIGWED THE CONSENT FORM. The survey and the Consent Form have
 
been coded and will be kept separate in order to assure your
 
protection and confidentiality in the study. No individual
 
names or identifying information will appear in any
 
publication or report.
 
When the project is complete, we will be pleased to share
 
the final results with you. Questions about the
 
authenticity of this research may be directed to CSU-SB,
 
Department of Social work. Dr. Nancy Mary, (909) 880-5560 or
 
880-5501. If you desire to meet with other employees to
 
discuss implementation of a domestic partnership policy in
 
the County, please write your telephone number on the
 
Informed Consent, Please respond before March 15, We thank
 
you in advance for your invaluable time and assistance with
 
this study.
 
Sincerely,
 
Connie Dawson Cherie Villeneuve Linda Hazard
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APPENDIX B: Informed Consent
 
TITLEOFSTUDY; ASTUDYTOWARDTHEIMPLEMENTATION OF A DOMESTIC
 
PARTNERSHIPPROPOSALIN SAN BERNARDINOCOUNTY,
 
CALIFORNIATO ADDRESS DISCRIMINATORY ASSIGNMENT
 
OFFRINGEBENEFITS
 
PRINCIPALINVESTIGATORS: CONNIEDAWSON,CHERIE VILLENEUVE,LINDA
 
HAZARD
 
IUNDERSTAND THE FOLLOWING:
 
Iunderstand Iam being asked to participate in a research study being conducted by studentsinthe
 
MastersofSocial WorkProgram at California State University-San Bernardino. The study is designed to
 
analyzeemployee awarenessofCountyfnnge benefit policies and employee interest in domestic partnership
 
policy. Approximately 500employees will receive this one-time survey.
 
I understand it will take approximately 20 minutesto complete the survey. Please return this
 
survey via interdepartmental mailSBPEA MailStop0090ATTENTIONSURVEYor mail directlyto
 
SBPEA433 North Sierra Way,San Bernardino,California92404-0432. Confidentiality ofdata Milbe
 
maintained with surveys reviewed by the research team only. Please return thisINFORMEDCONSENTto
 
the researchers by postage pre-paid mail.
 
I understand the San Bernardino County Employees Association is awareofthis study and
 
cooperates.
 
BY participating in this study,I will have the satisfaction ofcontributing to research that mayhelp
 
employersanalyze ffihge benefits rmd employee needs. There is no financial compensationfor p^cipating
 
in this study.
 
Iu understand thatIdo not haveto take part in this study. Mydecision notto participate will
 
involve neither penalty norloss ofCountyorother benefitsto which I might otherwise be entitled. Ialso
 
agree to comply with the requirementofsigning theINFORMEDCONSENT asthe data may not be used
 
without the signedform.
 
Theinformation obtained about meduring this research study will be kept strictly confidential. The
 
results ofthis study may be published and shared with personsand/or agencies connected with this study
 
(including CSU-SB,CountyEmployees Association,Board ofSupervisors,employees),but myidentity will
 
not be revealed without my permission.
 
IfIhave any questions or concerns aboutthe research or my rights as aresearch subject,Imay
 
contact Dr.Nancy Mary,Field Research Advisor, California State University-San Bernardino,California
 
92407,909-880-5560or 5501.
 
I have read or had read to me all the above. I understand myrights asa research subjectand
 
voluntarily consentto participate in this study. I understand whatthe study is about and how and whyit is
 
being done.
 
Please detach this one pageINFORMED CONSENT,fold and staple before mailing.
 
SIGNATURE OFSUBJECT DATE
 
PH#(OPTIONAL)
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APPENDIX Survey
 
SURVEYQUESTIONNAIRE
 
Thefollowing background questions will help provide data relevant to employee interestin County benefitsfor
 
Domestic Partners.
 
1. 	Whatis your age?
 
2. 	Whatis yoursex?
 
Male Female
 
3. 	To what racialorethnicgroup do you belong?
 
African American Hispanic
 
Asian Native American
 
Caucasian Pacific Islander
 
Other(Please specify): ____
 
4. Whatis your present status?
 
Nevermarried Divorced
 
Legally married Widowed
 
Separated MaritaMike/Committed relationship
 
5. Whatis your household composition?
 
■	 One person household Unmarried partners ofsamesex with children 
Married with children Unmarried partners ofsamesex,no children 
Married,no children . Unmarried partners ofoppositesex with children 
•	 Single parent with children Unmarried partners of opposite sex,no children
 
Roommates Adult blood relatives living together
 
Fosterfamily Stepfamily
 
6. How many children do you have? 
7. What is yourjob classification? 
Administrative Management _ Graft, Laborand Trades 
Clerical Professional _ Technical and Inspection 
Supervisory Other(please specify)): 
8. Please indicate the highest level of education you have completed.
 
Some high school Bachelor's degree
 
High school graduate/GED Mastersdegree
 
Some college ' Post-Masters degree
 
Ph.D./J.D.
 
'over,please
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9. Whatsize isthe population of your city?
 
Lessthan 10,000
 
10,000to 50,000
 
50.000to 100,000
 
100,000or more
 
10. Whatwasyourtotal family income(beforetaxes)last year?
 
__	$10,000-$50,000
 
$50,000-$75,000
 
$75,000-$100,000
 
$100.000 or more
 
11. How are you registered to vote?
 
Republican Independent
 
Democrat Not registered
 
Other(Please specify).
 
12. Whatis your religious preference?
 
___ Catholic Jewish
 
Protestant Eastern Orthodox
 
Evangelical Agnostic
 
Atheist Other(Please specify).
 
13. How often do you attend religiousservices?
 
Never At least6timesa year
 
Lessthan once a year Monthly
 
1-2times yearly Weekly
 
Daily
 
Please read thefollowing before continuing with the survey.
 
The county definesfamily in its benefits policies asspouse,child,grandchild, mother,father,
 
grandparent, brother,sister, mother-in-law,father-in-law,daughter-in-law,son-in-law,aunt, uncle,
 
niece,nephew,foster child,ward ofthe court,or any step-relation.
 
Changing patterns and recenttrends have defined thefamily as created whentwo unmarried people of
 
thesame oroppositesex(domesticpartners)construct an intimate environmentthey define asfamily,an
 
environment in which they will generallyshare a living space,commitment,and a variety ofroles and functions
 
usually considered part offamily life.
 
14. Have you ever known anyone in a committed domestic partnership relationship?
 
___ Yes 	 No Unsure
 
15. Do you know that undercurrent county benefit policy a county employee with a domestic partner is not
 
entitled to such family member benefits as health insurance,dental insurance orsurvivor benefits?
 
__ Yes 	 No Unsure
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 16. Do yell knowthat undercurrentcounty benefit policies a county employee would not be entitled to
 
bereavement leave afterthe death of his/her partner ifthey are not married?
 
Yes No
 
17. Do you believe it isfairforthe countyto exclude unmarried employeescaring fortheirdomestic partner
 
from thesame benefits married partners receive?
 
Yes No Unsure
 
a
 
Please read thefollowing before continuing with thesurvey.
 
Discrimination is defined asan attitude of prejudice which results in specific actions of unequal
 
treatment directed atspecific groups because ofsuch characteristics as race,ethnicity, religion,age,sexual
 
orientation, mental/physical ability,and even marital status.
 
18. Have you ever been discriminated against?
 
Yes No Unsure
 
19. Whattype(s)of discrimination are you aware of having personally experienced?
 
Racial Ethnic Religious 
■ Age Sexual Orientation Mental/physical ability 
Marital Status Other(Please specify) 
20. Do you believethe county's practice of linking fringe benefitsto marriage is discriminatory?
 
Yes No Unsure
 
21. If you answered"Yes"or"No"to question#20,how strongly do you feel about yourresponse?
 
Very Somewhat Not at all
 
22. Should the county include employees living with a partner In a committed relationship(domestic
 
partnership)in the fringe benefit policy?
 
Yes ' No Unsure
 
21. Would you like to learn more aboutdomestic partnerships?
 
Yes __ No Unsure
 
22. Would you be interested in participating in support of extension of benefitsto personswho qualify as
 
domestic partners?
 
Yes No Unsure
 
THANKYOUforcompletingthissurvey!
 
Yourparticipation is appreciated.
 
AO
 
APPENDIX D: Debriefing Letter
 
The County of San Bernardino currently links fringe
 
benefits to marriage which excludes domestic partners. This
 
study is being conducted to examine.if employees acquainted
 
with this practice are interested in learning more about
 
domestic partnership policy or mobilizing to address with
 
management the expansion of fringe benefits to include
 
domestic partners.
 
Individual responses and identity are absolutely
 
confidential. Concerns about the research or subject's
 
rights may be directed to Dr. Nancy Mary, Research Advisor,
 
Social Work Department, California State University - San
 
Bernardino, San Bernardino, CA 92407, 909/880-5560 or 880­
5501.
 
If you desire to meet with other employees to discuss
 
implementation of a domestic partnership policy in the
 
County, please write your telephone number on the Informed
 
Consent.
 
Thank you for your assistance with this study.
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APPENDIX E: Equal Employment Opportimity Report
 
CbDNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO
 
EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY
 
END OF FIRST QUARTER REPORT, MARCH, 1997
 
Classification Unit Race Male Female Total Unit 
Membership 
n= n= n= 
Technical and White 541 1185 
inspection Black 81 299 
Hispanic 183 537 
Asian 32 39 
Am.Indian 9 21 
846 2,081 2,9927 
Clerical White 69 1,434 
Black 25 330 
Hispanic 49 732 
Asian 8 66 
Am.Indian —2 21 
153 2,583 2,736 
Professional White 369 676 
Black 31 145 
Hispanic 41 118 
Asian 35 93 
Am.Indian 4 24 
480 1,056 1,536 
Administrative White 330 402 
Black 75 103 
Hispanic 79 98 
Asian 15 13 
Am.Indian 7 2 
506 618 1,124 
Supervisory White 251 399 
Black 27 64 
Hispanic 47 67 
Asian 3 7 
Am.Indian 3 
330 540 870 
Craft,Labor and White 392 57 
Trade Black 72 39 
Hispanic 127 32 
Asian 8 5: 
Am.Indian 8 0 
607 133 740 
Management White 65 50 
Black 4 8 
Hispanic 10 3 
Asian 2 0 
Am.Indian 1 0 
82 61 143 
(3,004) (7.072) (10,076) 
UnitSize PerSBPEA
 
Membership
 
%
 
29
 
■ 
27
 
15
 
11
 
9
 
7
 
2
 
(100%)
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APPENDIX F: TABLE 1.
 
Table 1. Demographics: Age, Sex, Race, Ethnic Group, and Marital Status 
AGE n« Mean SO Range % 
104 42 9.8 22-63 (100^) 
SEX 
Male 26 25 
Female 78 25 
104 (100^) 
RACE/EIHNIC GROUP n ­
African American 15 14,4 
Asian 0 0 
Caucasian 70 67.3 
Other 2 1.9 
Hispanic 14 13,5 
Native American 2 1.9 
Pacific Islanders 1 
-ua. 
104 (loo:^) 
MARITAL STATUS n« 
Never Married 16 15^4 
Legally Married 55 52.9 
Separated 5 4.8 
Divorced 13 12.5 
Widowed 7 6.7 
Marital-like 
Committed 8 JLJL. 
Relationship 104 (100%) 
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 Table 2.
 
Table 2. Demographics: Household Composition and Number of Children
 
HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION n- X 
One Person 13 12.5 
Married, With Children 34 32.7 
Married, No Children 21 20,2 
Single Parent With Children 12 11.5 
Roommates 1 1.0 
Foster Family 0 0 
Unmarried Partners of Same 
Sex, With Children 2 1.9 
Unmarried Partners of Same 
Sex, No Children 1 1.0 
Unmarried Partners of Opposite 
Sex, With Children 7 6.7 
Unmarried Partners of Opposite 
Sex, No Children 7 6.7 
Adult Blood Relatives Living 
Together 4 3.8 
Step Family 2 
104 (100^) 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN n­
0 31 29.8 
1 18 17.3 
2 23 22.1 
3 19 18.3 
4 9 8.7 
5 2 1.9 
6 ! 2 1.9 
104 (1005^) 
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Table 3. 
Table 3.Demographics: Job Classification and Education 
JOB CLASSIFICATION n-
Administrative 12 11.5 
Clerical 39 37.5 
Supervisory 12 11.5 
Management 0 0 
Professional 19 18.3 
Other 2 1.9 
Craft, Labor and Trade 3 2.9 
Technical and Inspection 17 l£ul 
104 (100%) 
EDUCATION n» % 
Some High School 1 1.0 
High School Graduate/GED 9 8.7 
Some College 50 55.8 
Bachelor's Degree 21 20 2 
Masters Degree 6 5.8 
Post-Masters Degree 3 2.9 
Ph.D./J.D. 6 5.8 
104 (100%) 
45
 
Table 4.
 
Table 4. Demographics: Population of City, Family Income, Voter
 
Registration, Religion, and Frequency of Religious Service
 
Attendance
 
1
 
POPULATION OF ClPf n-

Less than 10,0QQ 11 10.6
 
10,000 to 50,000 33 31.7
 
50,00 to 100,000 24 23.1
 
100,000 or more 36 34.6
 
104 (1005i)
 
GROSS FAMILY INCOME n«
 
$10,000 to $50,000 49 47.1
 
$50,000 to $75,000 37 35.6
 
$75,000 to $100,000 13 12.5
 
$100,000 or more 5 .JLfl
 
104 (100^)
 
VOTER REGISTRATION n« %
 
Republican 39 37.5
 
Democrat 53 51.0
 
Other 3 2.9
 
Independent 7 6.7
 
Not Registered 2
 
104 (100%)
 
RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE n- %
 
Catholic 33 31.7
 
Protestant 48 46.2
 
Evangelical 2 1.9
 
Atheist 2 1.9
 
Jewish 3 2.9
 
Eastern Orthodox 3 2.9
 
Agnostic 3 2.9
 
Other 10
 
104 (100%)
 
SERVICE ATTENDANCE n» %
 
Never 16 15.4
 
Less than Once a Year 20 19.2
 
1-2 Times Yearly 22 21.2
 
6 Times or More Yearly 14 13,5
 
Monthly 7 6.7
 
Weekly 24 23.1
 
104 (100%)
 
46
 
Table 5.
 
Table 5. Awareness: Domestic Partners and County Fringe 
Benefit Policy ■ ' ■ ■ ____ 
Question 14: Have you ever known anyone in a committed domestic
 
partnership relationship?
 
n= ^
 
Yes 89 QS.6
 
No 6 5.8
 
Unsure 9 8.7
 
104 (100%)
 
Question 15: Do you know that under current county benefit
 
policy a County employee with a domestic partner
 
is not entitled to such family member benefits as
 
health insurance, dental insurance or survivor
 
benefits?
 
n= %
 
86.5
Yes 90
 
9.6
No 10
 
Unsure 4
 
104 (100%)
 
Question 16: Do you know that \ander current county benefit
 
policy a County employee would not be entitled to bereavement
 
leave after the death of his/her partner if they are not
 
OC

married?
 
n= %
 
76.9
Yes 80
 
No 23 22.1
 
Unsure 1
 
104 (100%)
 
47
 
Table 6.
 
TeUsle 6. Experience: Discrimination 
Question 18: Have you ever been discriminated against? 
n= % 
Yes 68 65.4 
22 21.2
No
 
14 13.5
 
104 (100%)
 
Question 19: What type(s) of discrimination are you aware of
 
having personally experienced?
 
Unsure
 
n= %
 
Racial 12
 11.5
 
Age 18 17.3
 
Marital Status 2
 1.9
 
Ethnic 1
 1.0
 
Sexual Orientation 7
 6.7
 
Other
 4 3.8
 
Religious 4 3.8
 
Mental/Physical Ability 1 1.0
 
More Than One Type 48 46.2
 
None 7
 6.7
 
104 (100%)
 
48
 
Table 7.
 
1
 
Table 7. Opinion: Current Policy Fairness and Change
 
Question 17: Do you believe it is fair for the County to
 
exclude unmarried employees caring for their
 
domestic partner from the same benefits married
 
partners receive?
 
n= %
 
Yes 45 43.3
 
No 51 49.0
 
Unsure 8 7.7
 
104 (100%)
 
Question 20: Do you believe the County's practice of linking
 
fringe benefits to marriage is discriminatory?
 
n= %
 
Yes 52 50.0
 
No 38 36.5
 
Unsure 14 13.5
 
104 (100%)
 
Question 21: If you answered "Yes" or "No" to Questions #20,
 
how strongly do you feel about your response?
 
n= %
 
Yes 73 70.2
 
No 27 26.0
 
Unsure 4 3.8
 
104 (100%)
 
Question 22: Should the County include employees living with a
 
partner in a committed relationship (domestic
 
partnership) in the fringe benefit policy?
 
n= %
 
Yes 56 53.8
 
No 36 34.6
 
Unsure 12 11.5
 
104 (100%)
 
49
 
Table 8.
 
TcUble 8. Action: Interest in Learning More About Domestic
 
Partnership Policies and Mobilizing
 
Question 23: Would you like to learn more about domestic
 
partnerships?
 
n= %
 
Yes 32 30.8
 
No 62 59.6
 
Unsure 10 9.6
 
104 (100%)
 
Question 24: 	Would you be interested in participating in
 
support of extension of benefits to persons who
 
qualify as domestic partners?
 
n= %
 
Yes 38 36.5
 
No 52 50.0
 
Unsure 14 13.5
 
104 	 (100%)
 
50
 
Table 9.
 
Table 9. Position on Employee Benefits and Willingness to Participate 
Participate Yes No Unsure Total 
Yes 30.8^ (32) 1.9% (2) 3.8% (4) 36.5% (38) 
No IS.AZ (16) 31.7% (33) 2.9% (3) 50.0% (52) 
Unsure 7.7Z (8) 1.0% (1) 4.8% (5) JJL52_(14) 
Total 53.9% (56) 34.6% (36) 11.5% (12) 100.0%(104) 
51
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